Since the counting rule employed for computing percentile values is not uniquely determined (Hyndman & Fan, 1996; Sheskin, 2011, at pp. 40, 120-122) , 3 we accepted Rousseau's suggestion as a further improvement, implemented it into the program for computing I3 in Web-of-Science data (at http://www.leydesdorff.net/software/i3), and began to use it in a recent study (Bornmann & Leydesdorff, in press ). However, Zhou et al. (in preparation) noted inconsistencies in the empirical application of Rousseau's revision. For example, if one would have a set of nine uncited papers and one with citation, the uncited papers would all be placed in the 90 th percentile rank. A lowly-cited document set would thus be advantaged when compared with a highly-cited one.
Rousseau (personal communication, Dec. 23, 2011) suggested disregarding the zero-counts in this case. We followed this suggestion, placed all non-cited items in the zero th percentile rank, and re-analyzed the set of 65 LIS journals (JCR 2009) studied by in considerable detail. In Table 1 , we use the values provided in their Table 4 ( Table 1 shows the values of % I3 on the basis of the correction (of + 0.9) proposed by in column c, by Rousseau (in press) in column d, and using the quantiles without a correction in column e. Analogously, columns f to h show these values for using the six percentile ranks (top-1%, 95-99%, 90-95%, 75-90%, 50-75%, and bottom-50%) used in the Science and Engineering Indicators of the National Science Board (2010).
The differences between the quantiles and the correction with +0.9 are only in the second decimal of the percentages and negligible (r = 1.00; p < 0.01; N = 65). (This gives some confidence that the much smaller differences generated by using different calculation rules for quantiles will have no significant effect on rankings using I3.) However, the differences with the . Using Rousseau's counting rule with the improvement specified above, the journal obtains a %I3 of 7.50, which is above the 7.32%
attributed to JASIST (in columne d). Using quantiles, however, The Scientist is rated 33 rd with a %I3 of 1.00, and therefore not listed among the top-15 journals in Table 1 . 4 Figure 1 shows the distributions when the 40 remaining documents of The Scientist (which were cited at least once)
are rated in the six percentile rank classes comparatively. (The 352 papers with no citations would be placed in the lowest category if they were counted in.) 4 In the case of six percentile ranks, %I3(6PR) in column g is 3.90%. The Scientist would then be ranked 5 th .
Figure 1:
The distribution among six percentile rank classes (Bornmann & Mutz, 2011; National Science Board, 2010) for 40 citable documents in The Scientist which were cited at least once.
In summary, we regret with hindsight our suggestion to deviate from quantiles (however computed) as a basis for the ranking because Rousseau's contribution makes clear that we may have opened a box of Pandora allowing for generating a parameter space of other possibilities.
The mathematical discussion about other possibilities easily obscures our central message that one is not allowed nor does one have to use central tendency statistics for analyzing citation distributions (Seglen, 1992) . Nonparametric statistics is available for the measurement and the testing of the statistical significance of differences. Notwithstanding our reservations, we (at http://www.leidenranking.com/ranking.aspx) used the top-10% most-highly cited papers as an excellence indicator .
In the case of these excellence indicators, only two percentile rank classes are distinguished for the evaluation (Rousseau, 2011 and in press) . Both excellence and impact indicators can be tested against expectation or in terms of differences between two ranks using the z-test for independent proportions Leydesdorff & Bornmann, in preparation) . In short, Rousseau's stated preference to solve problems first mathematically (as in an "ideal gas") provided us with an empirically testable hypothesis.
